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REMARKS 

Appellant has reviewed the Examiner's comments and provide the following in 
response thereto. 

Appellant acknowledges the rejection should be Karlsson in view of Chiba, 
Chang and Aoki, not Karlsson in view of either one of Chiba, Chang or Aoki. 
Appellant, however, submits that this is of no consequence since each of the 
references fails to teach the same element. Further, there is no teaching or suggestion 
to form the combination. However, even if the combination is performed, as 
suggested by the Examiner, the present invention cannot be formed. The Appellant 
respectfully submits that the Examiner is forming a hindsight reconstruction of the 
present invention by picking and choosing elements from the four references used to 
form the combination. It should be noted that Claim 1 has seven elements and the 
Examiner is using four references to pick and choose the seven elements. As the 
Examiner points out, the Karlsson reference illustrates a rotating antenna that may be 
mechanically and electrically scanned. No teaching or suggestion is provided for a 
digital receiver that determines the strengths for coded element signals and locks onto 
the strongest signal having a corresponding element so that the corresponding element 
can be used for transmission. The details of the circuitry is not provided in the 
Karlsson reference. Although the Chang reference uses coded portions of the signals, 
no directivity or retrodirectivity aspect is taught or suggested in this reference. That 
is, there is no digital receiver that determines the signal strengths for the coded 
element signals and locks on to a strongest signal having a corresponding element so 
that the corresponding element can be used for transmission. 

The Examiner uses the Aoki reference for teaching retrodirectivity. Appellant 
agrees that some retrodirectivity aspect is provided in the Aoki reference. However, 
looking at Fig. 2, the system operates in a completely different aspect. That is, the 
Aoki reference provides the circuitry 2-9 for each of the respective element antennas. 
Phase differences from the signals received at each of the elements are used to 
determine the direction of arrival of the incoming radio waves. That is, by measuring 
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the lengths 15a- 15b, the direction may be obtained. Appellant respectfully believes 
that this is an inefficient use of resources due to the amount of redundant circuitry that 
is provided for each element. In a satellite system it is very desirable to reduce weight 
and cost. Thus, the present invention reduces the amount of circuitry compared to 
such systems as Aoki. The Aoki reference also does not teach a digital receiver that 
determines signal strengths for the coded element signals and locks on to a strongest 
signal having a corresponding element so that the corresponding element can be used 
for transmission. Further, the Aoki reference also appears to be directed towards a 
stationary system. Thus, no teaching or suggestion is provided in Aoki for use with a 
rotating plate and an element is also missing from the Aoki reference. 

The Chiba reference also fails to teach a digital receiver determining signal 
strengths for the coded element signals and locking on to a strongest signal having a 
corresponding element. Thus, none of the references teaches or suggests this element. 
It is important to note that there are various portions of this element. "A digital 
receiver that is used to determine signal strengths for the coded element signals" and 
"locking on to a strongest signal having a corresponding element." Thus, it is not only 
the fact that signals strengths are determined but the signal strengths are determined 
for the coded element signals. Thus, it is the actual element outputs are not used. 
Element outputs for example, are used in the Aoki reference for determining the 
relative phases of the elements. In the present claim the coded signals are used rather 
than a direct output. 

On page 4 of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states, "A digital receiver 
is inherent, while the determination of the strongest signal is clearly an obvious, and 
oldest, technique for locking on to a desired signal." The Examiner supports this 
assertion by pointing to the Aoki reference. However, as mentioned above, the Aoki 
reference does not operate in this manner. Appellant admits that digital receivers are 
not new. What is new is that the digital receiver determines signal strengths for the 
coded element signals rather than from each of the elements as in the Aoki reference. 
The Aoki reference uses triangulation techniques and phase changes for the 
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determination of the direction of the incoming signals. This is completely different 
than that recited with respect to the digital receiver of claim 1 . In the next paragraph 
of page 4, the Examiner states, ". ..it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art to use processing that detects arrival direction from the maximum 
received intensity signal and transmit back in such direction in view of the teachings 
of Aoki et al so as to provide a retrodirective feature in a communication system and 
thereby increase the communication channel capabilities." Again, as mentioned 
above, the Aoki reference uses a completely different method for determining the 
direction. The Aoki reference does not use a strongest signal. Rather, each of the 
signals is used and a direction is determined from the phase angle differences. There 
is no teaching in the Aoki reference for using the strongest signal. Therefore, 
Appellant submits that a reformation of the Aoki reference is merely an attempt at a 
hindsight reconstruction of the present invention. Appellant respectfully request the 
Board to reverse the Examiner's position. 

In the Examiner's Response to Argument, the Examiner states on page 6, "The 
claim language 'so that the corresponding element can be used for transmission' is 
met on several levels. Firstly, each or all of the elements can be used for 
transmission, thus the language fails to provide any distinguishing feature since 
any/all corresponding element(s) including the element receiving the strongest signal 
can be used for transmission and would be used in the event that all of the elements 
are generating the transmission beam. Secondly, the combination of references 
suggests determining the direction of arrival of all signals, including the strongest 
signal." Again, the Examiner points to the Aoki reference as specifically teaching this 
feature. As mentioned above, the Aoki reference does not teach a digital receiver 
determining signal strengths for the coded element signals and locking on to a 
strongest signal having a corresponding element. The Aoki reference uses phase 
differences in the signal that are best illustrated by signals 15a-15d and the equi-phase 
front 14. Differences in the phase are thus used to determine the direction and not the 
strongest signal. Admittedly, the phrase "so that the corresponding element can be 
used for transmission" would include a system that uses all elements for transmission. 


U.S.S.N. 09/497,865 


5 


PD-980034 


However, "locking on to a strongest signal having a corresponding element" is not 
illustrated in the Aoki reference. 

The Appellant has summarily argued each of the dependent claims because 
each of the dependent claims is a further limitation of its corresponding independent 
claim. Because at least one element from each of the independent claims is missing 
from each of the references, a combination of references cannot form the present 
invention. Such drastic modifications as suggested by the Examiner emphasize the 
hindsight reconstruction suggested thereby. 

Claim 13 is a method that recites "determining signal strengths for the coded 
element signals and determining a strongest signal of the signal strengths and a 
corresponding element." This is similar to the last element of Claim 1 and thus each 
and every element of Claim 13 is not taught or suggested in the various references. 

Claim 21 also recites a receiver for determining a corresponding element with a 
strongest signal strength so that a corresponding element can be used for transmission. 
As mentioned above, this is not taught or suggested in each of the references. 

Claim 30 recites "determining a strongest beam and corresponding 
waveguide." The Aoki reference specifically fails to teach or suggest this as 
mentioned above. Likewise, each of the other three references also does not teach or 
suggest this method. 

Claim 37 also recites "a receiver for determining a strongest waveguide signal 
strength from a corresponding waveguide, so that the corresponding waveguide can be 
used for transmission." This method also uses the coded waveguide signals which is 
not taught or suggested in the Aoki reference. Appellant therefore respectfully 
requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's rejections with respect to each of the 
independent claims. Further, the dependent claims contain further limitations of their 
independent claims. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the 
Examiner's rejection of the dependent claims. 
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In light of the above remarks, Appellant respectfully requests the Board to 
reverse all of the Examiner's rejections. The application is now in condition for 
allowance and expeditious notice thereof is earnestly solicited. 


Date: August 26, 2004 
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